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DISASTER SUPPLEMENTAL-RESCISSIONS/Title | Substitute

SUBJECT: Emergency Supplemental Appropriations Disaster Assistance and Rescissions Act . . . H.R. 1158. Bond
motion to table the Mikulski amendment No. 421 to the Hatfield substitute amendment No. 420.

ACTION: MOTION TO TABLE AGREED TO, 68-32

SYNOPSIS: As introduced, H.R. 1158, the Emergency Supplemental Appropriations Disaster Assistance and Resciss
Act, will provide $5.360 billion in emergency appropriations for disaster assistance, and will rescind $17.1¢
billion for various Departments and agencies.

The Hatfield substitute amendment would strike the provisions of H.R. 1158 and insert in lieu thereof the text of S. 617
reported, which would provide $6.700 billion in disaster assistance (the amount requested by the President), would 8&ind $1
billion for various Departments and agencies, and would provide for expedited salvage timber sales on Federal langiedos fiscal
1995 and 1996.

The Mikulski amendment to the Hatfield substitute amendment would strike title | of the amendment (which contains all of th
amendment's provisions except for those relating to salvage timber sales). The amendment would then rescind 1.72 pkrcent fi
discretionary accounts (except for Veterans' medical care, defense readiness, food and nutrition programs, and thevadminis
costs of Social Security and Medicare) for a savings of $6.7 billion, which would be provided as disaster assistanddeFinally
amendment would direct authorizing committees to identify the mechanism and funding source for a contingency account for fi
disasters.

Debate was limited by unanimous consent. Following debate, Senator Bond moved to table the Mikulski amendment. Gene
those favoring the motion to table opposed the amendment; those opposing the motion to table favored the amendment.

Those favoringthe motion to table contended:

The Mikulski amendment would strike title | and replace it with a new proposal to provide $6.7 billion in disaster ratief and
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pay for that relief by making an across-the-board, $6.7 billion cut in most discretionary accounts. This proposal is irHgequate
language the amendment would strike would provide the same amount of disaster relief and would provide twice as much in offsets
While the Mikulski amendment would not irresponsibly add the $6.7 billion cost of this disaster relief to the deficit, &g urged
President Clinton, it would fail to reduce the deficit. With a $5 trillion debt, treading water on spending bills is noteradegits

need to be made. The bottom line is that the Hatfield substitute amendment would reduce the deficit and the Mikulski amendment
would not.

A major reason Senators have offered the Mikulski amendment is that they believe the proposed rescissions in the underlying
Hatfield amendment are unfair. They have observed that a disproportionate share of those rescissions would be for programs unde
the jurisdiction of the Veterans Affairs/Housing and Urban Development (VA/HUD) Appropriations subcommittee. Their conclusion
from this observation is that those cuts were proposed because disaster aid flows through the Federal Emergency Management
Agency (FEMA), which is under the subcommittee's jurisdiction. We disagree with this conclusion. The proposed rescissions in th
Hatfield amendment for programs under the VA/HUD subcommittee's jurisdiction were proposed because they are justified. Most
of those rescissions would be from HUD. HUD has large unobligated balances, plus it has carry-over funds from last year.
Additionally, most of the HUD rescissions would come from new initiatives. Funding shortfalls are projected for HUD in future
years, so it is unwise to start new initiatives at present. We agree that the VA/HUD Appropriations subcommittee shald not be
sole source for offsetting disaster costs, but that principle was not followed in drafting the Hatfield substitute amendment.

The final portion of the Mikulski amendment would direct authorizing committees to come up with a proposal for a disaster aid
contingency fund, and to identify a funding mechanism for that fund. We certainly have no problem with this portion of the
amendment. Republican Senators have suggested such funds in the past, but have had their ideas shot down on partgline votes. W
may not be able to predict when and where disasters will occur, but we know they are likely to occur, so it would beeafgpropriat
set aside funds ahead of time in anticipation of their occurring.

Though we agree with creating a disaster assistance fund, we disagree that the proposed rescissions in the Hatfield amendment
are unfair, and we oppose lowering the total amount of rescissions to be made. Therefore, we urge our colleaguesttdjwig us in
the Mikulski amendment.

Those opposinghe motion to table contended:

The Hatfield substitute amendment would provide $6.7 billion in disaster relief through FEMA, which is funded through the
VA/HUD subcommittee, and would rescind $6.8 billion from other programs that are under the jurisdiction of that subcommittee.
It would then make additional rescissions from other areas and would apply the savings from those rescissions to deficit reduct
We think it is unfair to make the VA/HUD subcommittee pay entirely for disaster assistance by cutting programs undetr its contro
solely because it happens to have jurisdiction over FEMA. Disasters are of national concern, so all functions of the Federal
Government should share in paying their costs. Veterans, and needy Americans who rely on HUD housing, should not bear all the
burden. Accordingly, the Mikulski amendment would strike the rescissions for the programs funded through the VA/HUD
subcommittee and would make an across-the-board rescission instead. Further, we do not think it is necessary to make additional
rescissions for deficit reduction. By law, every penny of this bill can be deficit spending, because the President hed designat
emergency spending; therefore, we think it is sufficiently responsible just to pay for the bill without also insistingngrsergatys
to be used for reducing the deficit. We are therefore pleased that the Mikulski amendment would eliminate the additieclal propos
rescissions in the Hatfield amendment. We are also pleased that the Mikulski amendment would order the authorizing committees
to come up with a way of funding future disaster supplementals. By acting ahead of time, we will be able to avoid fusisaictebate
as the one we are having here today. In sum, the Mikulski amendment offers a fair way of paying for this disaster supjilemental
and the means of avoiding future disputes on such bills, so we are happy to give it our support.



